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Pilot Testing a Model of School Adjustment for

Postsecondary Vocational Educatiaon Prorgrams

Terrence F. HKayser
and
James M. Brown

Withir the past decade, several conceptual models relating to

attrition have beer developed f students in institutes of

higher aducation (Rearn, 198@; Raotman, 19725 Spady, 1973; Tinto,

C1973). These models have consisterntly indicated chat students?

levels of commitmert to the educational institutions they are
attending is a critical factor in determining whether or rnot
students will contirue to pursue their educaticns or drop cut,
The commitment variable is examirned by aggregating data fram
several different aspects of students’ lives, including their
integration into the social arnd academic enviromments of
schools. Several factors led the authors to conclude that rene of
the existing models wsed for higher educaticon research were
applicable to the study of student attriticrn From postsecondary
vicational education programs. Nevertheless, the value of warking
from ar attrition—related model  is  ackrowledged by  many
‘esearchers, irncluding those examining attriticon from  vocational
education pragroms. Yet, we have been unable to locate such a
madel which addresses this specific educatisnal envirornmernt.

The purpose of this paper is to present a model of
educaticonal adjgustment for students errolled in postsecondary

vacational programs. This model was develaped as part of a larger
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research effort by the University of Miprescota’s Research anc
Developmernt Center for Vocatioral Educaticn (MRDC). That progect
focused on  facilitating the tranmsition of students needing
special assistarce into arnd  through postsecondary vacational
programs. Educational adjustmernt is assumed to be a conditicor
that 5 reflective of students’ perceptior of their satisfaction
with tF rir envirornment plus their inmstructor’s rating of the
students’? satisfactoriress, o performarnce, in relation to a
specific vocatiornal program’s rewards and requirements. Thus,
aeducat ional adjustment is a concept that summarizes the
persar—environment fit relative to an educational pragram.

The rationale for this research approach has beer  summarized

by Feldman and Newcomb (1969) who state that, "congruerce betweer:

the . eeds, irnterests, arnd abilities wof the student and the
demands, rewards, and constraints of the particular college
sett ing explains retention... and ... (TYhe majgor research

challerge lies in appropriately differentiating student and
institutional envirornments and ther empirically specifyivig the
furnction thet relates these twx sets of variables to attrition"
(p.65). Feldmarn and Newcomb’s approach calls for measuremernts
from the student’®s perspective, as well as from arn exterwnal
SOUrce, 1.€., instructor. The present study emplays such arn
approach by simultanecusly gatheriviy tws sets of data. Orne set
describes studentg? perceptions o2f  their satisfaction with
various aspects of their educaticrnal enviraorment, while the other

set measures studerits’ performarnces in a variety of areas related



to the demands and requiremerts of their vocaticre ograns.

This study, however, has examired only the sychometric
characteristics of the two instruments used to measure
satisfaction and satisfactoriress and has related thase firdings
to the educatioral adjustment construct. The rext l-gical step of
relating these three constructs to studernt attrition is plarmed
as a future progject activity. Nevertheless, we believe that the
coviclusions derived from this study will have sigrnificant
implications for future examirnations of attrition i
postsecondary veocatiornal programs.

Background to the Presernt Study

This study evolved from a research effort begus in 1979 by the
MRDC. That progect focused on students? transition irnto  and
through postsecondary vocational education, with special
attention to '"special reeds" learners who are typically
classified as being handicapped, economically or academically

1

disadvartaged, or limited English praficient (LEP). Special needs

students often exhibit hipher rates of attrition tharm their
novi-special rneeds counterparts. Counselors and admissions
persoarrel Fram secorndary and postsecondary vocational

instituticons were surveyed by telephare to examirne this process
in Mirmesota, while a brief mail survey was conducted
rnaticvri—wide. This investigation can be examirned in Erown and
Hayser, 1981 and 138Z.

Development of the transiticon model. The major  gaoal of  the

transition project was to develop and test a model of transitior



processes. That model emerged in the form of an algorithm (See
Brown & HKayser, 19282, and 1is based on corcepts drawn {rom
several different sources, such as vocaticnal psycholagy (Dawis &
Lofguist, 19€9), health care gervice delivery (Perlaff &
Davidsaor, 13981), and rehabilitaticon case management strategies
(Krantz, 1981). Transition is presumed to cccur successfully when
there is adequate correspornderce betweern studernts? satisfact iom

with their educatiornal ervirorments arnd studentg? erformance
= 3

o satisfactoriness, within their vocational programs.
Furthermore, these two measures, which are assumed to be
indeperndent, carn be combirned ta determine a level of

carresponderce in relative terms, i.e., high, margiral, or low.
These levels are,; thus, thouéht to represent studerts’ levels of
educational adjustment. Adjustment levels range from cptimal to
marginal to a level at which termination often cccurs. Within the
marginal rarnge, students and the envirorment must "tolerate" each
other if studerts are to continuwe their training. Thus, educators
should kriow how to modify envirocrmental coarnditicons  which cause
students? dissatisfaction, while students should be assisted teo
improve unsatisfactory performarce levels or encouraged to charige
cother uracceptable characteristics. This relationship is depicted
in figure 1.




Several authors have erncouraged researchers conducting

attrition studies to irclude infarmation relative to students?

perceptions of their programs, as well as the traditional
instructor ratings of students? performarnces. (Cope & Harna,

19755 Feldman & Newcomb, 1969; Lermiwng, Beal & Sauer, 19812).

Stock and Pratzrer (1969) reviewed research in vocational
education relative to predicting potential dropouts, and
concluded that "aptitude testing is rwot the whaie answer to the

student selection/prediction problem... other variables, such as
interest and motivation, act to influence student behavior in
vocational education programs" (p.4). These statements tend to
support  the rneed to develap a model, such as the one discussed
here, and to develop instruments similar to those used in this
study. Rased on this rationale, the following propositions are
forwarded.

1. Student satisfaction can best be assessed by measuring
studenl responses to a number of items that address several areas
of their educatiornal envirorment, including the school in
general, their program, their instructor, as well as gpecial
services offered.

2. Measures of student satisfaccvion with sub—areas of the
educational environment are better predictors of overall
satisfaction thaw aptitude wmeasures or student demographic
characteristics.

3. Studernt satisfactoriness, or performance, can best be

measured by an instructor’s ratings of several sub—areas of



requirements related to educaticnal programs, including ratings
of maturity, gerieral education skills, gereral performance in
both laboratory and classroom work, arnd motivation (expressed in

terms of attendarce).

4. Measures of student satisfactoriress, based orn the
sub—areas listed in 3, are better predictors of overall
satisfactoriness tharn aptitude scores or  student demographic

characteristics.

J. The measures of studert satisfaction ard satisfactoriness
are likely +to be independernt. This propositisr is based en the
logic that each rater is viewing a different aspect of the
persov—environment fit and, thus, would  result in relatively
little redundancy of information.

&. By combiring the results of both measures in a two by two
contingency table, the resulting plot of cases should adequately
represent the students irn a program in - terms of educaticnal
adjustment. This genéral description of educational adjustment
should be verified by an wabserver with information about the
students? perceptions and the instructorg? perceptions
respectively.

7. In regard to the educaticrially relevant variables which
are under the control of educaticnal institutimns, the higher the
correspondence betweer satisfactiorn and satisfactoriness, i.e.,
educational adjustment, the more likely student is to continue
and complete their program. Conversely, the lower this

correspondence, and consequently the level of educational



adjustmenrt, the greater the need for tolerarnce by students and
gducational institutions.

8. Given levels of educational adjustment which call fer
ircreased tolerarce, if meither the student neor the educaticonal
erviranment are able to improve the cow;espondence by changing
the rewards or the performance, or by increasing tolerarce,
studernts are likely to drop out of programs or to be terminated.
Propositions 1 through € are examined ivm this pilot study.

Literature Review

Hackmari and Dysinger (1972) described three different' routes
to  attrition. The first case is where a student is performing
satisfactorily but experierces little commitment to either the
schﬁal’s geals or their own goals. In the second case, a student
may be very satisfied with their relationship with the schocol and
various pecple within that envirorment, but is not perfarming
weall ernocugn to maintain  their membership in the scheaol. These
perscrns are usually terminated by the instituticor. The third case
consists of both low performance and low goal commitment. Hackman
and Dysirnger, however, do rixt suggest that a fourth possibility,
high satisfaction and high performarce, counld also  lead to
attrition. For  educators, this latter possibility appears
reasuriable since students are effected by such a wide variety of
factors that no systematic effort could be mounted by schools te
overcone their influence.

There is a persistent need in this field to develop adequate

models that attempt +to explain this phenomeron reliabily anc
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consistently (Lerrning, Real, & Sauer, 198@; Roctman, 1972; Spady,
197355 and Tinto, 1975). While these re. 2archers have focused
their attention at the college ard university level, little has
beer develaoped at the postsecondary level for stuadents in two
year vocational education programs. Thus, much of this literature
review focuses orn research which addresses attritior in four year
institutions.

Spady (197i) developed arn early conceptual model which was
based ir part an a concept borrowed from Durkheim on sorial
integration. Central tao this model was the focus on the
individual’s backgraund, Doth from a family perspective as well
as previous educaticonal experierces. These two factors were
thought to "influence the individual’s ability to accommodate the
influences and pressures erncountered ir the rew environment "
(p.38). Spady alsc introduced the concept of congruence between
the individual arnd the educational ernvirorment. Rased on the
assumptiorn that individuals desire to become integrated into both
the social and academic envirorment, and that studerts evaluate
the rewards aof that integration, it wounld thern be possible te
determirne individuals’® levels of commitmert. While Spady assumed
that several variables, including satisfaction, influenced levelsg
of  commitment, this latter variable was perceived to be the
direct link to the decision to drop out. In a study conducted at
the Univewéity of  Chicay., Spady found that several variables
were related to student satisfaction, including social

integration, grade performarce, and intellectual developmernt.



Differerces were noted between male and female studerts in three
areas: a)l decisions to drop  out, b) commitment to  the
institulion, arnd c) levels of satisfaction. Irvn general, Spady
fourd that women tended to rate certain intrinsic variables, such
as quality of social integration, intellectual development, and
faculty contact, as being more important thanm did men. Men,
however, rated certain extrinsic variables, such as grades, as
beirg more importanmt than did the womeri. This study points out
the importance of the different perspectives of the sexes wher it
comes  to being able to account for reasons for dropping out of
college.

Rootman (1972) also developed a model based on the concept of
congruerce. He began with wover 2@ different variables and
through a process of reducticon, developed a model using only
eight variables that represented the degree of "fit" between the
individual and the educational ernvirornment. This research was
conducted at  the U.S. Coast Guard Academy, which again is
somewhat different than either a college or a postsecondary
vocational setting. Rootman found that persons in his study whe
dropped from the program seemed to have inaccurate preconceived
views abcout  their envirorments. This discrepancy lead to a
stressful situationm among these cadets, and for those who were
unable to revise their misconceptions, the lack of congruence was
related to cadets’ tendercy to drop out of their programs. This
finding is supported by several other researchers who also  found

that the relationship of the fit betweern irdividuals arnd their
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ervironment is crucial in determining who stays and who drops out
(Cope & Harmah, 19753 Feldman & Newcamb, 19£9).

In anather conceptual effaort, Tinte (1975) develuped a model
incorporating two  additicnal concepts that are related to the
development of commitment toward am  institution: a model of
suicide (after Durkheim, 1361) arnd a cost-benefit analysis,
Simply put, Tinto’s model first examines the integration of
students intoc the fabric of educaticonal environments, both
socially and academically. BRased on  this integration, students
evaluate their positions relative to their perception of whether
or not their present situations are worth the effort. Individual
assess their present situation in light of other options, such as
work  or ather schools. But according to Tinto, the continucus
interactions betweern studernts and their environment terd to
madify students? geals  and  commitments  and, thus, lead to
persistence of varying causes for dropping out.

Terenzini and Pascarella (1977, 198@) developed several
measures to test these concepts. In their first report, they
founo that the factor whicih focused on  interacticnm between
studernts ar.d faculty in social and academic areas, discriminated
between dropouts and rorv—dropouts. Two variables which did wot
discriminate between these two groups were GPAs and involvement
in extracurricular activities. In a later report based on a
sample containing over 3, 220 entering freshmen, these authorg
obtaired several interesting firndings. Those factors that

differentiated between dropouts and non—dropouts are as follows.
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be more satisfied than those who drop out. Furthermore, they
hypathesized that there are differenmces between those who drop
gt for rnon-a2cademic reasons arnd those whe  are dropped for
academic reasons. Their analysis compared a sample of 173
rnorn—academic dropouts, 76 academic dropouts, and 151
rnon=dropouts. Grade point averages were the only measures of
satisfactoriness, or performance, obtained. Their satisfaction
questicrmaire included five scales: a) compensation, b) social
1ife, o) working cornditions, d) recogrnition, and e) quality of
educatiori. Differences were rioted between the groups on three of
these scalesg, ald, a), and e). These findirngs do rot seem to
support those of Spady and Tinto inm  regard to the influencing
Factors of satisfaction. Thus, it seems that further examination
of this relationship is needed.

Summarizing the apparartly important variables noted in these
studies, the following concepts are proposed as being important
to attrition.

1. Congruernce betweerr students? perceptions of their
environment and the actual conditiorns which they experiernce.

e, Diffiorential influerces as a result of experiences within
mmstitutions after students were enrolled, including the
resulting social and/or academic integration.

J. Studerts appear to appraise their interaction with their
environment in terms of effort expernded plus present ard
potential return from their effort and, thus, are able to modify

theirr goals and aspirations to some extent.
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It appears, therefore, that the variables to be assessed
should fococus on specific aspects of students? interactions withinm
school settings that are under institutions’ control, In
addition, specific variables related to students’ performances
within educational enQironments should alsc be assessed, so that
many areas of inadequate student performance can enhanced.

Theory of Work Adjustment. The Mirmescota Theory of Work

Ad justment (TWA) has contributed substantially to this study.
Those aspects of TWA that are incorporated into the model for
school adjustment will be briefly reviewed here.

This model is ore iv which measuares are taken of both the
individual and the environment and cary, thus, be called a
person—environment “fit" maodel. In addition, the meodel is dynamic
and developmental, in that it considers.the recursive interact ior
of the two comporents. This cornceptualization ig succirnctly
elaborated in Dawis and Lofquist (1978) but a short descriptior
will be presented here.

Whenn individuals enter work situations, lthey bring two
important characteristics with them: a unique set of needs that
seek reinforcement, and a set of abilities teo be applied to the
wior k demands. The environment algo has two important
characteristics which correspond somewhat to those of the worker.
These irclude a set of reinforcers and a set of task requirements
inherent in jobs. Ideally, there is a reascnable match between
rneeds and reinforcers, as well as betweenr the requiremernts of

Jubs and individuals? abilities. In reality, individuals? needs
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may rnot be satisfied im job envirorment is and/or workers niay not
perform at the levels desired within work environments. According
to Dawis and Lofquist (1978) these situations permit workers
and/or jgob environmerts to display elevated levels of tolerarce.
However, if dissatigsfaction with reinforcers, or the lack of
satisfactoriness of performance exceeds a tolerable level, ari
adjustmert mechanism is called foor. This can be either of a
reactive or active nature and if either of these mecharnisms i
able to erhance the level of tolerance, the individual is more
likely to continue in the Job envirorment. If, however, no
adgustmernt mechanisms are employed, o they are irneffective,
there is an increased probability that the individual will
search for a differert job where improved correspondence between
person and envirorment can be attained. Many of these same
concepts  are  adopted for the presernt wmodel of educational
adjustment.

Attrition studies in  vocatioral education. Attrition from

secordary and postsecondary vocational programs has beer ar
important research area for many years (Mertens, McElwain,
Garcia, & Whitmore, 1982; Stock & Pratzver, 1969). The vast
magerity of past research has been conducted using ex post facto
designs employing multivariate analysis of readily accessible
file data (Abshire, 19723 Goodman, 1975; Michlein, 19763 Parker,
19785 Stock &  Pratzner, 1969; Terry, 1978). It is difficult teo
integrate an understarding of these studies because of the lack

of a conceptual template by which compariscns can be made.
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Consequently, the field is supplied with numerous reports
identifying differercs and similarities, but little synthesis of
the interrelationships of variables can be pleaned from these
studies. Hence, nly & short summary of the major findings from
the vocational education field will conclude this literature
review.

Stock  and  Pratzrer (1969) reviewed numerous -studies of
vacational outcomes and made several conclusions. First, they
noted that aptitude testing was vt the principle means to
predict student completisn rates. While grades may be best
predicted by entrance aptitudes, many other variables are
instrumental in determining whether or not vocaticnal studernts
will complete their programs. Second, there is little evidence to
indicate whether any poliey or practice has beeﬁ changed due to
these diverse research findirngs. Third, these separate
predictions are largely inefficient and generalizable results are
scarce. Furthermore, Pershirng and Schwandt (1981) state "that
noncogrnitive predictaor variablesg appear ta be useful in
prediction whern the criteriom is completion or persisterice in the
pragram" (p. 16).

Michlein (1976) supports this pasition based on the analvsis
o f a four school (postsecondary) study in Wisconsin. One
important finding was that students were very critical of the way
they were treated by the staff. He also concluded that maryy of
the dropouts had little understanding of the regquirements of the

programs they selected arnd that marny of the students reported




receiving more unofficial counseling fyom their peers tharn formal
counseling by school staff members, Finally, many of these
drapouts reported that a lack of interest was instrumental i
their withdrawal from their programs. These findings imply that
administrators should reduce their reliance on aptitude test
scores o other academic measures for predicting attrition.
Michleir concluded that "measures of self-concept, i.e., career
goals, commitment, confidence in  ability, impression of the
technical institute, and program understanding, all seem to be
powerful in predicting dropouts" (p. 23). However, these variables
are not typically measured by most researchers. Mertens, et al,
(198@) woncluded that while the majority of studier reviewed
reported high levels of satisfaction, orily one study (Hall, Grey,
& BRerry, 1975) looked at specific aspects of the students?
traiviing program. These reviewers sugpested that future studies
shouwld address details related to the satisfaction of vocational
students (p.83).

In conclusion, while several c¢onceptual models have been
designed for use in institutes of higher education, they do not
seem particularly applicable to postsecondary vocational schools.
Furthermcore, there presently are no corceptual models i use  to
guide research on vocational education student attrition. Most
models and related research employ multivariate analysis because
of the seemingly interdependent relationships between pertinent
variables. Vaocational researchers have alsao used this approach,

although they typically have not uwsed a model to guide their
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efforts.

A different perspective of attrition has been briefly
described ir TWA (Dawis & Lofquist, 1978). Although the
Joab—~related focus differs from college o uniiversity
environments, TWA is more closely related to vocational educat iowv
programs. In fact, the concepts underlying this thervy seem to be
adaptable ta effarts to examine attrition from vocaticnal
prograns.

Little substantive information is available from prior
research about postsecondary vocational education which car be:
used to build a model of school adjustment and  attrition. That
body of  research can, however, provide informatiore that can aid
in the selection of variables pertinent to the constructs of
educatiornal adjustment ard attrition. The following sections will
examine the objectives, procedures, and findings of a small pilot
study that addresses the constructs described in Figure 1.

Objectives of the Piloct Study

The magor objgective of this study was to examirie a construct
termed educatiornal adjustment and its relationship to several
variables to which it is believed to be related. Specifically,
these variables included measures of satisfaction and
satisfactoriress, several aptitude measures, and a series of
demographic variables chtained from student records. The speci fic
objectives and research hypotheses are enumerated beiow.

Objective 1: To determirne the reliability estimates of *“he

instruments designed to measure student satisfactien and student
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satisfactoriness. This objective is an important first step in
establishing the legitimacy of the educationcl adjustment model.

Objective &: To determine the validity of the two measures
of satisfaction and satisfacteriness. Although different types of
validity were examined, including content, concurrent and
predictive criterion, factorial, and censtruct, only factorial
and construct are .discussed in this report. Procedures used to
evaluate these include examivation of group differences, item
intercorrelations, and facter scales and lnadings.

Obgjective 3: To determine the degree of relatedrness betweer:
the satisfaction arnd satisfactoriness constructs. The present
model assumes that these two sets of information share little
common variance between them. This relatedrness was assessed using

the Pearson product—-moment and caronical correlation procedures.

Obgjective 4: To determine if a constructed measure of
educatioral adjustment can be accurately described on a
program—by-program basis by the relationship between the
satisfaction and satisfactionm variables. This required two

procedures: a qualitative description of each program examined iwn
the study and 2 second procedure which used data frem the second
round of data collection. These two sets of data were then
compared and analyzed in terms of correspondence, and hence, the
validity of the educatiocnal adjustment construct.

Research Hypotheses

In this study, primarily a wvalidation effort, several

research hypotheses seamed naturally related to the above

18-
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objectives. This study tested the fallowing list of hypotheses.

Ho: 1, Assuming that the satisfaction instrument is wvalid,
the scores from it should be able tmo disecriminate between groups
where kricwn differerces have been identified in previous
research, specifically by sex of student and by different classes
(or programs).

Hi

£y Assuming the validity of Ho: 1, this instrument should
rot idertify differences between students on characteristics not
previously identified by previous research.

Ho: 3, Assuming that the satisfactoriness instrument is
valid, it should discriminate betweer. different characteristicg
of students where known differences have beern identified befaore,
such as by different grades and mathematics scores.

Has: 4, The satisfaction instrument should rot identify
differences between studerts where such differerces have not been
identified previously.

Ha: 5, The scales from the satisfaction instrument will
predict wvarious satisfaction criterien variables better thamn
student demographics, aptitude scores, or combinations of  the
two. In this case, the ability to predict is defined as the
ability to account for the most varianmce inm the coriterion
nmeasures.

Ho: 6, The scales from the satisfactoriness instrument  will

predict various performarce coritericon  variables better thars

student demographics, aptitude scores, or combinations of both.
The definition of ability to predict as used in 5 above is used
13- 21




here as well.

Ho: 7, There will be ro statistical relationship betweaen the
measures of satisfactiorn and satisfactoriress.

These objectives and hypotheses comprige  the ratiornal for
conducting this study. The methodological pruocedures arnd resulte
fiollaow,

Methodol o

A small pilot study of the comporents illustrated ir Figure 1
was conducted during the spring quarter of 1982 at a small, rural
Area Vocaticnal Technical Institute (AVTI) in central Mirrmesota.

Subjects. Pricr to the collecticn of data, it was determired
that a cross section of vocational programs should be selected.
Thus, programs with the following characteristice were included
in this study: a) arn all-female program, b)) anm all-male program,
arnd ©) a program with a mixture of wale and female erral leas.
Consequently, six different programs wers included in the study
and a total of 96 atuadents were st udiod, The student
characteristics, by programs, are presented in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 abhout here.

4

The instructors who participated inm  the study were il
certified vocational instructors and durirg this time period wers
part of a larger group participating in an inzervice course
desigred to improve their skills to work  with special  needs

students, i.e., handicapped, disadvantaged, ard limited Evsligh



proficient.

Instrument development——independent variables., Twx differesnt

questionnaires were developed for use in this study. Ttems For
the student satisfactoriness {performance) gquestiocrmaire were
developed with the active participatiaon of the larger group off
instructors, noted above. These instructors idewmtified mary
attrition-related variables which were drawn Ffroam their persorsl
experiences with dropout-prone students. These itews were later
analyzed and matched with their counterparts raported in the
literature onm dropouts. A second group of items that specifically
addressed the performarce skills reeded in  a variety af”
~o

vacational programs were selected from a comprehernsive list of
gerieralizable skills developed and validated by Breernan and Smith
(1981) . The satisfactoriness questionnaire, containing  items
generated by the above process, was thern submitte!d to a two
person review panel at the MRDC for  Final editing. A list of
these items is preserted in Apperdix A.

The content of the =ztudent satisfacticm gquastiormaire was
develaped by identifying specific educaticnal arsas of student
opinions  regarding their persoral satisfacticr. These areas
include: a) the school in gerieral, b)) the program erralled ivi, o)
their instructor, d) the support services available such as
counseling and remedial assistarnce, and =) cuestions  regardirg
their own performarce. A special set of variables cdealing with
instructicoral activities is included that was adapted  from e

paper by Smith and Curry (1981, Note 1). This satisfachion



questionnaire was also submitted to the twno persorn review panel
for  firnal editing. The 1list of these items fram that protocal
also appears in Apperndix A.

Criterion variables. In addition to the irndeperndent variablaes

described above, criterion questions were also included on  each
instrument, two orn the student satisfaction form and four on the
satisfactoriness form. These items were intendad to provide a
more  glabal  understanding of the attributes of satisfaction and
performance, arnd were presented in a Likert-style Tarmat similar
to that used for the irndependent variables.

The critericorn questions for the <student satisfact iorm
protocol included the fallowing.

1. I picture myself being employed in this vocational area,
l=rnever, &=maybe, I=probably, “=far sure, S=definitely.

2. My overall satisfaction with iy program at this time is,
l=very satisfied, Z=satisfied, S=dissatisfied, bG=very
dissatisfied.

The four criterion questions for  the satisfactoriness
protocol consisted of the following items.

1. Rate this studernt’s overall performance iv your program ab
this time, l=very gond, 2=good, S=averagr, 4=marginal, S=poor,

&. How successfully has this studernt grasped the comtent of
this program? l=poorly, 2=marginally, 3=goad, f=vearyy good.

3. What grade has this student earred in this course up to
this time? 1=A, &=k, 3=C, 4=D, S=F.

4. Rased on the student’s presernt performarice, rate the



likelihond that he or she is able te successfully master the
skill and knowledge requirements of your  program?  i=excellent,

=good, I=average, 4=marginal, S=paor.

g

(Note that items 2 and 2 on the satisfactoriress questiocrraire
were included only during the last memitaring and can, thus, be

considered as predicter criterion variables. )

Procedures. During the plarmning stages o€ this study, the
authors decided to gather data with the tws instrumerts at

several intervals im the gquarter. Thus, students were required to
complete their forms twice, while the staff completed their formng
o four different cccasiors. On two of these cecasions, the staff
arnd studernts completed the forms together, the first arnd third
staff data collection cycles.

The data collected on these two  forms  were verified and
transferred to da:a punch cards which were used to create a file
for statistical analysis using Version 8.3 of the Statistical

Package fuor the Social Scierces (Nie, Hull, Jerkins, Steinbrermner

& Bernt, 1975), ori a Control Data Corporation Cyber—74 camputer at

the Uriversity of Mirmesota, St. Paul.



Results

The results of this study terd to support  the study’s
cbgjectives and hypotheses. They alsa lernd support teo the
general constructs of the madel as far as the data permit.
In this sectian, the uobjectives ard hypotheses will be
discussed together so that the lagic urderlying the
development of the mcadel and the study can be more clearly
presented.

Objgective 1 was to determine the reliability of the tweo
instruments. Data presented in Tahles = and 3 illustrate the
internal cornsistency nusing Cronbach’s  Alpha. As can be
observed from these data, the tws instruments appear to  ber
sufficiently reliable fuor research purposes.

Objective & was to determine the validity of the twa
instruments, includinyg factorial and corstruct. Conternt ancl
concurrent criterion validity wore also assesseaed in this
study but are rwot be discussed inm this section. Readers,
however, should note that these additicoral validatiar,
findings were very consistent with much of the informat Lor

presented below.

Factorial validity. I« this study, a factor arnalysis was
performed after the instruments’ reliability levels ware

found  to be acceptable. The tables of factor loadings for
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validity levels are presented in Tables 4 and 5.

Insert Tables 4 ard 5 about here.

T S S e e i s o i e et et e et Wit s ety B s e A = S evs Bosn vt 0550 moom oo Sormn e 000

Predictive criterion validity. Twa types of criteria

were assessed in this study. The first corsisted of a set of
criterion variables placed on the instruments as the
independent variables: That is, several global questions
focusing on the gerneral areas of satisfacticrm or
satisfactoriness were included on these irnstruments. These
criterion variables were used in a multiple regressiorn
analysis (MRA) with several different predictors, including
the scales for these instruments, student demaographics,
student aptitude scores on three lacally developed tests,
student sex, and proagram classifiéation. Because of {the
large number of variables and the relatively small sample
size, only aggregxte data are reported. Tables € and 7
present the results of tests for Hypotheses 5 and 6. T
recapitulate, thaese are:
Ho: 5, The scales from the satisfaction instrumert will
predict various satisfaction critericn variables better thars
either student demographics, aptitude scores, sex, program
classifications, or combinatiorns of these.

Ho: &, The scales of the satisfactoriness instrument
predict various performance critericsm variables better thar

student demograpbics, aptitude scores, sSex, program



classifications, or combinations of these.

Tables & ard 7 show tge comparisons of relative amounts
of variance accounted for by the independent and modifying
variables taken tuogether. That is, the coefficients used in
calculation of the equaticn are partial coefficients.

Insert Tables & ard 7 abaut here.

The data preserted irvi Tables € and 7 illustrate the
amount  of variance accournted for in the criterion variables
by different combinations of independent ard modifying
variables wuzing a full egression model with all predictor
variables included, and various reduced models. Three
observations are of interest here. First, the amocunt of
variance accounted for in the corncurrent criterion variables
is the largest, especially given the scales from the
respective sub-scales of the two questiorraires. The amount:
of variance accounted for in the two predictive criterion
variables was somewhat less but still substanmtial. Secaord,
the R-Squared value for the variable "pictured being
employved" was the lowest of all indicating that it was a
poor choice of a eriterion. We canm wanly speculate about
this, but it may be related to studerts?® perceptions thal:
future conditions are rot dependent upor their oresent
levels of gsatisfaction with their programs. Third, the

amount of variarce in all criterion variables which is



aceounted for by the instruments sub-scales is significantly
greater thar any combinaticn of other variables. Herice,
these results tend to validate the model described in Figure
1.

Furthermore, these data and their patterns tend to
support  the acceptarnce of Ho: 5 and € rioted aboave. Data Fore
the Satisfactoriress gquestiormaire and the criterion
variable of "Grade in Course" strongly support the previous
conclusions by Stock and Pratzrmer (1969) that riovi~aptitude
variables will more adequately predict criteria ather thaw

grades.

Covistruct validity. This form of validity is defivied as
the extent to which an instrument measures the underlying
construct for which the items are thought to be proxy
indicators. Since a construct car not be measured cirectly,
proxy measures of the construct are used arnd the results are
examined in relation to the hypotheses and assumpticons of
the corstruct. If these proxy measures respond in a positive
marmer as expected, then ore can assume that they measure
the corstruct wunder examination (Nurmaliy, 1967). Our
examination of construct validity is based orn  several
different analyses of the data.

Guil ford (1948) has argued that exact arnd stable
descriptions of a test’s conterts can be obtained via factor
aralysis., Furthermore, because this method provides

economical explanations, the process can be used to prediet:



camplex humarn behaviors. The results of our factor aralysis
are presented in the factor matricies located in Apperndix RB.
The firdivigs indicate that the items are clustered iwnto
logical groups or factors, upon which the instruments’! were
initially developed. Furthermowve, the item~ in these factors
all had loadings of sigrnificant strerngth to rei.force their
importance withinm a particular factor. The factor analysis
results presented in Tables 4 ard 5 tend to support  the
construct validity of both instruments.

Construct validity was also evaluated by examirning the
irternal consistercy of the measures. According to Crornbach
and Meehl (1355), if the underlying theory of the trait
being measured calls for high item correlations, then these
would tend to support the presernce of construct validity. In
the present model, it is assumed that aspects of ar
individual’s satisfaction and satisfactoriness will ternd to
bec;me more stable as time passes. That is, giveri that ar
individual has managed tao remain in  school for several
months, it is assumed that students have also achieved ar
initial level of correspondence within that ernvironmert.
Thus, during the relatively short pericd of time between the
twz data collection efforts, little charge ivn measured
levels was expected. Hence, it was assumed that: a)
correlation levels orn given scales over time will be
relatively high, b) the intercorrelations of scales at arys

one time will be of low to moderate strength, but o) these



intercorrelations of scales cover time will be very stable.
Tables 8 arnd 9 show the results of these three analyzes. The
satisfactoriness instrumernt analysis from Table 8 will be

discussed first.

The correlations preserited in Table 8 are t=o be read as
fallows. O the main diagonal are the correlations of the
respective scales A through G, between the third and Ffourth
data collection times. These show significant levels aof
associaticrn over time. The upper right triangle is composec
of intercorrelations of the seven scales from the third data
collection perind, while in the lower left triargle, are the
scale intercorrelations from the fourth data collecticn.

(Although we do riot present the same results from cycles one

and two, we assure readers of their similarity to the data
presented in the present discussion) Rased or  the
assunpticons listed above, these values tend to support  the
corncept of construct validity based o the scale

correlations over time. However, it shounld be moted  that
scale intercorrelation values are somewhat higher than miyght
be expected, uriless all scales were measuring the same
thing. Examirnirng the cormstruct of satisfactoriness, this
firnding would probably be more acceptable thanm ore which

reported values ranging from high to low. These moaderate

e~ 95



intercorrelation lovels suggest that each scale in the
instrument is of 1like importarnce in  the eyes of this
particular set of instructors.

Table 9 presents the correlations and intercorrelations
from the two student marmitoring cycles. The logistics of {he
data values are the same in Table 8, except for time ore
scale intercorrelations are in the lower left ard fopr t ime»
twa in  the urper right. It can be aobserved that the values
of the scale correlaticrs over time are moderate to high amndl
all statistically significant. However, the
intercurrelations of these six scales show more variance
tharm the values of the satisfactoriness instrument, with
values ranging from moderate to negligible. Yet, these
vaiues are quite similar for both cccasions indicating that
the process tends tao be relatively stable.

Interpretation of the results generated by the student

uestiornaire scales suggests that they are measiuring
different aspects of student satisfacticon but are relatively
consistent over time. Although the data indicate that the
influence of the instructor is considerable  for  these
students and support similar findings by Tricket and Moo
(1974), they alsao show that the instrument is tappirnig other
sources of variance operating within this relationship.
Herice, this pattern of correlations and scale
intercorrelations support the assumption that the corncept of

satisfaction as beirg composed of several different aspects



=of the student’s life.

A final test of cornstruct validity was arn examiviatiorn of
the instrument’s ability +to discrimivate between levels
within groups where “rown differerces have been identified
by past research, and/or logic. Orly a few st udent:
charactstics were fourd in the literature which painted to
differerces of satisfactison between classificaticoms af
individuals. One such  important area was the gerder
classification (Bean, 1980; Starr, Betz, & Marwv, 197&). Fuar
the satisfactorirness scale, students’ scores are assumed to
be based on their course grade, and possibly  based  upor
their age. Pucel, Nelsar, & Wheeler (1971) alsc fouwnd
differerces betweer groups of successful and ursuccessful
vocational students categorized by their math scores. Table
g preserts ar analysis of the differerces of students?
total scores on Sotn questicrmaires. These data are used to
test hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4, which state the following.

Hz: 1. The scores of the satisfaction instrumernt should
be able tao discriminate differernces between groups where
kriowr differerices have beern identified iwn previous research,
specifically by sex of student ard by their program.

Ho: 2. The scores from the satisfactior  irnstrument
should rnot iderntify differences between students o
characteristics rnot previously identified in the research.

Ho: 3. The secores of the satisfactoriress instrument

shaould be able ti discrimivate between different



characteristics of studerts where kriown differences have
beern identified in previous research, such as by different
grades and mathematics scores.

Ho: 4. The scores from the satisfactoriress iwvstrument
should not identify differernces betweer students whare such
differences have not been previously identified by the
research.

Insert Table 12 about ..ere.

The results shown in Table 1@ tend to support Ho: 1, and
3, but identify maore differences thar were expected. Herice,
Hio: 2 and 4 are not supported by these data. For the first
hypathesis, both expected conditions were identified.
However, in regard to the second hypothesis, the data
indicate that students differed ir terms of their total
satisfaction scores based aon: a) differences in their
highest grade achieved, b) the grade they were receiving  in
the course, and ) differences in the riumber of times the
student left the class early, i.e., befocre it was officially
aver. 0One oould argue that these three results might
logically be expected, but cornsidering their F values are
Just beyond the .05 level of sigrnificance, it might suggest
that these results are due to the sampling strategy used for
this study.

Under the column for the satisfactoriress instrument in

—-33= 35



Table 1@, the two areas predicted in the third hypothesis
were found as expected, i.e., math, and grade in course.
Thus, we can tentatively accept Ho: 3. But for Hos 4, we
find several differences in relaticrn te the students?
commitment as defined as measures of attendance, tardiness,
leaving early, and arriving late from breaks. Furthermore,
there were differences noted by classification of marital
status, with the single group getting the poovest scores.
These findings do not seem out of place in this study, awnd
in fact appear to be logical expectations for this
populatian of student s. Thus, while we will reject
hypothesis 4 because similar findings have not readily
appeared in the research literature, ar argument car be made
for their appeararce.

Ta summarize the validity secticon, there appears two  be
sufficient evidence that the satisfaction and
satisfactoriness instruments exhibit acceptable levels of
validity for research purposes.

Obgective 32 was to determine the degree of relatedrness
between the two constructs o f satisfaction and
satisfactoriness. This is an important relation, especially
in terms of how these two constructs relate to the broader
construct of educational adjustment. Rased on the schema of
Figures 1, it is assumed that these two constructs are
relatively independent of each octher. If this assumption is

true, the satisfaction and satisfactoriness constructs




pravide different types of information relative ton
educational adjustmert. Thus, we can phrase our statemert in
the form of a rnull hypothesis, as follows. Hos 7, there
will be no statistical relationship between the measures of
satisfaction and satisfactoriness.

in order to test this hypothesis, two  separate
correlational tests were corducted (Table 11). The first
aralysis used a Pearson product-moment correlaticon process
to test the overall relaticnship between the total scores of*
the two  instruments. The second emplayed a cananical
correlation using the scales of ane instrument with the
scales of the other instrument. This procedure was employed
in other research on instruments thought to  be indeperdent;
and consisting of several scales which were completed by two

different raters (Weiss, Dawis, Lofgquis & England, 19€€).

Table 11 shows that when the total scores from  both
instruments are related in a starndard Pearson product ~moment
analysis, the relationship indicated independerice. Eased or
a correlation of .114, and a sample size of 96, the result
is rot significant at the .25 level. However, the canconical
correlation analysis did wnot support this assumption of
indepernderice. This latter anralysis returned six carcrnical

roots, of which anly the first ore had a moderate level of



correlation, r =.39, indicating that 33 percent of the

variance for one set can  be explaivned by a linear
combination of the other. Interpretation of these two
analyses places some doubt on the independerce of the two
constructs. However, based won the previous arguments
regarding the need to examivne various facets of students?

perception of satisfactionm with their environment, and the
argument that grade point averages leave much to be desirecd
in describing studernts? performances in programs, the
carionical correlaticon seems to be the most appropriates
analysis to  use in this situaticon (See Weiss, et al, 19€6,
P-37). Thus, we reject the hypothesis that na statistical
relationship exists between the two constructs.

Objective 4 was to determine if a constructed measure of?
educational adjustment can accurately be described by the
relationship betweer the satisfacticon and satisfactoriness
variables, on a program-by—-program basis. Two procedures
were used in developing this objective. In the first
procedure, data received from the first data collection
session where shared via a feedback session with each Qroupy
of students on an individual class basis. This feedback of
initial data during an average 3@ minute discussion with the

students allowed the authors to develop a clear picture of

students? satisfaction levels. The same procedure was used
with all instructors, aobtaining clarification of the
averages reported on the satisfactiorn questiornaires. These



activities allowed the authors to develop a better
urderstanding of the persor—enviraornmernt relationship for
studerits in all programs. This informaticor eriabled the next
step in this analysis to be implemerted.

The riext step was to compare the results from the seconcl
data collection sessicorn to be compared with the results of
the first collection cycle. The time ivterval betweer these
two steps was approximately six weeks. For  this analysis,
the taotal scores from both irnstruments were used. Sirce thsa
distributions of these two instruments approach a  rnormal
distributionm, (Table 1&), the distributior was dichotomni zec
along the .95 confiderice interval (CI for both, which
gererated "high" and "low" groups for both distribut icwns.
The legic for using the .95 CI is based or the fact that
these instruments are not perfect measuremernt devices, thus,
a wider rarge of persons was included inm the category of
"high" for both  variables. Ivi addition, the studies
reviewed by Mertens, et al, (1980) confirmed the gereral
finding that the majority o f students rated their
experiernces as very satisfied. Herice, it is lomgical that
rumerically more students are assigrizd to the high categ:oory.
(We must rote that a low score irdicates more satisfaction
or better performarce, while a high score indicated lower
satisfaction or performance). Using the high point of the
.95 CI, the researchers assumed that studerts with scores;

lower than that poinmt could be corvsidered teo  be highly



satisfied and to be performing well, while those above that

cuteff could be considered low on each of the scales.

Both data and feedback information from the first data
collection provided a clear descriptimn of the
student-envirvorment fit in these six Programs. Three of
these programs had rather special profiles, while the
remaining three could be described as beirg average. Of the
programs  with special profiles, Program & was decidedly
prsitive, where both students and instructers indicated high
degrees of satisfaction and satisfactoriress respectively.
Another pragram, Program 35, showed quite the opposite
condition, where studerts were cutwardly complaining about
several aspects of their program. In  that program, the
instructor also described problems with students i gerieral.
indeed, this program’s average scores on many of the
suubscales from baoth guestiormaires were the most discrepart
of all programs. Finally, & third program, Program 1,
displayed two different groups of  students, orne  which
expressed dissatisfaction with their pragram while the other
were relatively satisfied. However, this instructar informed
us all these studerts were performing at least at average or
higher levels.

The data frem the second collection period were then



2 laced into separate  two-way contingency tablec, =wne for
@each orogram, These tables are presernted in Figure 2.
Comparing  these results to those descripticns presented
above, twa of the three "average" progracs tend to  show
similar results 1n the second data set. That is, moast of the
students i progrars 3 oarnd 4 are in the high rarge of both
satisfacticon (rows) and satisfactoriress (columns). Program
ay the third "average'" program from the first vl t o ing
whowed a slight positive charnge for the second moviitoring.
However, the three wun. prayg-ams described above hacl
comparable results for the second mormitoring pericd  as
illastrated by the results of the contingercy tables. That
1€, the proafile of pragram & parallels the decscription
wbtarrned  after the first monitoring, where students were
buth highly satisfied and performing well. Program S'e
prafile  ore the contingency tables clearly demanstrates the
laock of correspondence between satigfaction and
catirafactorivess forr the majority of these students. The
profile of Program 1's students also reflects the earlier
(ITUNTE & A0 where  students expressed mixed percepticons  aff
natirofaction, but were rated as performing satisfactorily.
Insert Figure 2 about here.
e gntformation presented in the contingency tables in

e o reprocert, A rather  crude measwre  of the
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persor—environment fit for studerts in 51 % different
vacational prograns in ore postsecondary  vacational
instituticon., Since this model is in an early developmental
st age, the primary concern was to identify sub—~areas of the
twa constructs of satisfaction and satisfactoriness that
could be measured while studerits are still errolled in their
programs., The items and the sub-scales of these +two
instrumernts appear to have this desired guality. Herice, we
can safely state that these instruments show positive
indications of beirng valid.
Discussion

The purpose of this paper was twofold: %0 present a
coniceptual model of educational adjustment for studernts inm o
postsecondary vocational setting and to describe data from a
pilat study which examined corcepts of satisfacticr anc
satisfactoriness. This construct, educational adjustment,
was said to be a functional relationship of measures of
satisfaction ard satisfactorivess, and these latter two
comstructs were Dpefatiﬁnalized as  being measures onm LW
instrumernts desigrned specifically for this study. It was
predicted that these two scales would perform in speci fia
ways, as described by several wobjectives and hypotheses.
Overall, there seems to be sufficient eviderce from this
pilat data to tentatively support most of them, specifically
regarding reliability and validity. However, since our

Saﬁble size was rather small, the firdings should be viewed

42

""4'2“'



as only being exploiatory. The faollowing highlights are
presented.

Objective 1, which was to determine the reliability of
the twa irnstruments seems to be satisfactorily met. There
appears to be sufficient cause to believe that these tw..
instruments possess internal consistency, test-retest:
reliability for the total scores, for each scale, and for
the instruments by scales, 1.0., nusing canonical
correlation.

Obgective & was to determine the validity of the {two
measures. Several different tests, procedures, and analyses
were used to explore the infererices of validity for these
instruments. Rased on the results of these analyses, we are
confident that these results establish acceptable levels of
validity for these two instruments for research purposes.

Objgective 3 was to determine the degree of relatedress
of the two constructs, satisfaction and satisfactoriness. It
was woriginally assumed that there would be little shared
variance between these two measures because they were
completed by two different raters, arnd based o two

different psychaolagical constructs. However, using different:

analyses produced different results, ore  supporting the
hypaothesis and ore rejecting it. Accepting the results off
the carnonical correlation analysis, which seems +to be the

mast logical approach, rejects the hypothesis that no

relaticonship exists betweern the two sets of variables.
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Obgective 4 was to examirne the relationship between the
two  measures of satisfaction and satisfactoriress and &
constructed variable of educational adjustment. ‘This was
accomplished using two different proced.ares, one  which
combined data collection, data feedback to studerts and
staff along with discussieorns with these groups, and the
second, a comparison  of the qualitative data with
quantitative data. These results provided descripticons of
classes which were verified through descriptive comments awnd
observations of these classes by the authors.

Limitations and Recommendations

It must be recogrized that this paper arnd pilat data
represent a conceptual model in its infarcy. While there
appear to be valid and impoictant corvcepts addressed here, &
considerable  amount of work still remains ta link the model
to the more substantial coritericom of attrition ancl
retention, which was not undertakern in this study. Specific
limitations and recommendaticns related to the model and the
study include the followirng.

1. Sample size. While the total sample of this study was
necessary for certain multivariate statistics, a much larger
body of subjgects will be recessary in the future. However,
this presents a problem in that we found sigrnificant
differerces in student satisfacticr between classes. Givewn
that, marny vocaticmal clas=ses are limited by the riumber of

work staticoms available at any one time, usually 32 or less,



the patential for develaping large samples that can be
subgected to multivariate aralysis procedures is limited.
Herce, there is a greater rieed to examire marny different
classes, or programs, to determine if the current findings
carnt be verified.

2. Wider base of subjects. The sample contained aonly
Caucasian students. This was an inherent limitatiorn of the
schonl  setting  from which the data were obtained. In
addition, this setting was rural in nature and future
studies should irnclude both wurbawm and suburban settings, as
well as a multicultural base.

3. Criteriorn variables. Ore arnalysis in this study
shuwed the limitation of one of the satisfaction criteriar
variables that was irnitially assumed to be important. In
future waork, criterior  variables must be giver additicmal
thought, especially wher idertifying those which canm be
considered more concrete  and relying less on questicrns in
wrritter form, unless there is a specific time interval
betweer measurement of the irndeperdent and the criterior
variables.

4. Measurement of educaticrnal adjustment. Perhaps the
weakest lirk of the model at this time is the measure of
2ducational adjustment. While orne assumptior called feor  a
constructed wvariable, it is critical to discover a measure
2f that construct in the form of the person-—environment fit

model.

—p B
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y. Effects of intervertior. I order to more  fully
understand the three constructs, a test or procedure should
be developed to attempt tao charge adjustment levels. That
is, by applyirg an intervertiorn for studerts assumed to be
marginal or low orn educational adjustment arnd thern observing
the results. There are riumerous suggestions in the form of
specific items for both of these instruments fer such ar
interventior. Since the model appears to limit +he use of
larpe samples o f subjects, the use of interventior
strategies with irdividual classes would appear to be a
useful strategy for developing a deeper understanding of
thig relaticrnship.

Conclusionm

This paper presented a rew model of school ad justmenrt
for vocational educatisr students alorng  with pilat data
which examired several aspects of the model. The model arnd
the results  presented herein must be considered cnly
nreliminary work, Several of the model's concepts and
assumptiorns seem to be supported, while cthers were at best,
weakly supported. The assumptiorn of rnor-relatedress of the
instruments used ir this study was rot supported. Yet, the
resulting profiles of the data from both  instruments
provided an adequate description of the six classes irnvelved
in this study. However, the overall results provide some
encouragemnant  to continuwe  the pursuit of understanding

2ducaticornal adjustmert, and attrition, based on the
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conceptual model presented here.
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Refererice Note

Smith, B.E. & Curry, J.E. O Bereralizable Learning/Teachirng Model:
A ERibliography of Teaching and Instructicral Corcepts for
Yocational Educators. (Mimeo) St. Paul, Mrn. Uriversity of Mirmescta.

Mirmesota Research and Developmernt Certer for Vocaticrnal Education
1982.
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Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotation-Student Satisfactoriness

92




Appendix A (1)
Satisfaction Questionnaire
Factor/Item Relationship

Factor Loading Scale Item # Wording

.673 E 6 How often are you absent from class

.568 E 7 How often are you late to class in morning

.559 E 8 How often do you leave class early

.480 A 9 This is how I feel about counseling avaliable to
me before I selected a program

.559 A 10 This is how I feel about rules and rzgulations in
this program

.491 D 11 This is how I feel about support services available
to me

.786 D 12 This is how T feel about student activities available
to me

772 D 13 This is how I feel about school functions available
to me

.522 A 14 This is how I feel about the friendliness of the
staff toward new students

.401 A 15 This is how I feel about help available to students
selecting career goals

. 369 A 16 This is how I feel about job search and Jjob prepara-
tion activities

.776 A 17 This is how I feel about the instructor's concern
for me as an individual

.779 A 18 This is how I feel about the career counseling given
to me by this instructor

.512 A 19 This is how I feel about my satisfaction with the
program I selected

.793 A 20 The]variety of teaching aids and methods used in
class

446 A 21 My opportunity to practice these skills outside the
class or shop/lab

906 A 22 This is how I feel about the way the instructor ‘or-
ganizes the program content so I can learn easily

.879 A 23 Puts the material in order so material in one unit
is related to material in another

.816 A 24 Takes into account my ability to learn new material

.813 A 25 Tells me about what I can expect this course to
be about

.798 A 26 Adjusts the speed of the instruction which is
given to me

.839 A 27 Plans practice sesions for the material learned in
the classroom or shop/lab

.757 A 28 Rewards me when I do good work

.721 A 29 Keeps me informed on how well I am doing in this
program

144 F 30 This is how I feel about my interaction with
other students

670 A 31 This is how I feel abou* my interaction with in-
structors and administrators

.549 F 32 This is how I feel about my attitudes and habits

toward safety practices
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Appendix A (continued) (2)
Factor Loading Scale Item # Wording

.796 F 33 This is how I feel about my respect for tools and
equipment in my program

.822 c 34 This is how I feel about my effort to complete
classroom work

.789 C 35 This is how I feel about my effort %o complete
shop/lab work

.736 c 36 This is how I feel about accepting responsibility
for my own learning

.730 C 37 This is how I feel about my work pace in the classroom

.672 38 This is how I feel about my work pace in the
shop/1ab

.622 A 39 This is how I feel about my overall attitide toward
this program

.510 A 40 This is how I feei about my overall motivation in
this program

.713 c 41 This is how I feel about my overall performance in

this program
Rate how well you do in each of the following:

.556 B 46 Basic mathematics skills
.736 B 51 Communication skills

717 B 58 Interpersonal skills

740 B 63 Physical skills

.642 B 69 Reasoning/thinking skills




(3)
Student Satisfactoriness Questionnair
~ Factor/Ttem Relationship

Factor Loadin Scale Ttem # Wordin
v Londing Scale It Wording

IR R A B T30 How much supervision/criticism does this student
require ona day to day basis

B 21 How mature does this student appear to be
E 22 Does this student appear to get along satisfactorily
with other students

324
5

845 £ 23 Does t'is student appear to be satisfied with their
chioce of training program

719 2 24 Does this student appear to want to complete the
entire training program

.648 E 25 Does this student appear to get along satisfactorily
with staff and administraticn :

741 € 26 Does this student appear to understand the volumne
of the content present in this program

217 C 27 Does this student appear to participate in student
activities or school functions

. 554 E 28 Does this student appear to have clean and well

defined vocational goals
How satisfactory is/are the

.710 "C 29 classroom work habits of this student

.631 C 30 shop/1ab work habits of this student

.530 o 31 students' attitude toward his/her program

572 c 32 students self image in relat‘on to this training
program

.742 C 33 student's work pace in the shop.lab

749 c 34 student's work pace in the classroom

.488 c 35 student's attitude/habits about work safety

.685 o 36 student's own acceptance of responsibility to learn
the contents of this program

.577 c 37 students adjustment into the routine of this class
compared to other successful prog -am completion
dese/structure

.755 G 38 miss class (more-less)

.815 G 39 return late form breaks (more-less)

.85% G 40 leave class early (more-iess)

.895 G 41 come late to class (more-less)

Rate this student's performance in the following

areas:

.933 F 46 basic mathecmatic skills

775 F 47 working with whole numbers

.867 F 48 fractions, decimals, percents

.804 F 49 working with work problems

.730 F 50 linear, weight, volumne measurements

.738 D 51 communication skills

.718 D 52 complete and accurate sentences

.733 D 53 uses correct words in writing and speaking

.566 D 54 finds information using references or dictionary

.639 D 55 organizes thoughts in writing and speaking

.ol 0 56 reads forms, charts, letters, manuals, tables

W75 0 57 arites correct orders, letters, forms
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(2)
Student Satisfactoriness Questionnaire
Factor/Item ReTationship (continued)

Factor Loading Scale Item # Wording

.588 A 58 interpersonal skills

.472 A 59 accurate listening and speaking skills

.481 A 60 follows instructions accurately, completely

.573 A 61 gives clear, accurate directions

.521 A 62 displays positive manners of sharing, helping
and cooperating

.204 A 63 psychomotor skills

.893 A 64 grossmotor, moving about, 1ifting, tearing

.895 A 65 upper body, pull, push, reach, handle

.780 A 66 fine motor, finger feel, position, adjust

.791 A 67 eye-hand coordination, judgement, accuracy

.799 A 68 lTearn from trial and e ror

.440 B 69 reasoning and thinking skills

.735 B 70 selects appropriate materials, methods, equipment
and procedures for a task

.677 B 71 determines goals and activities to complete a job

.632 B 72 estimates time, priorities, activities required
to complete a job

.782 B 73 accurately relates causes to problems and selects
logical soluctions

.600 B 74 accurately uses questions to pinpoint problems

732 B 75 ability to recall recent instructions, directions

.748 B 76 ability to recall instructions, procedures over

long periods of time
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(2)

Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotation

Student Satisfaction

Factor
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
28 7577 1968 -1483 2944 -1047 -0179 0331 -1478
29 7217 2062 0630 1954 0641 -0256 -0071 0275
30 3426 1955 0814 3159 -0060 0435 1449 2171
31 6703 2677 0674 3175 0345 -0266 0131 1575
32 1662 2502 3327 1169 1647 -0148 5498 1223
33 1006 3315 1271 1171 -0350 0900 7967  -0936
34 0922 8228 2169 -0098 0833 1291 1307 -1170
35 1349 7895 1640 -0835 1212 0044 2180 0382
36 1700 7367 2453 -1351 1024 -0213 1479 1407
37 3057 7303 0106  -0512 -0111 0081 0687 -1020
38 3460 6723 -1269 0427 0346 0730 2310 -0956
59 6221 1852 0318 1366 1160 0459 -1155 4018
40 5100 5690 0566 1922 0766 2353 -054% 3996
41 3013 7133 0074 1131 1755 0406 -0926 2670
46 0261 0239 5568 -0340 -0510 2234 -0611 -2450
51 0687 0509 7266 0181 0751 -0444 0789 1559
58 -0269 0660 7174 1133 0546 0958 1663 0047
63 0237 0721 7409 0179 -1122 -1594 -0649 -0111
69 -1181 2127 6423 0570 -0090 -0693 1263 0289
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(3)

Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotation

Student Satisfactoriness

Factor
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
20 -0704 3870 5030 2570 3030 2438 1857 1756
21 1333 4241 2034 1559 0851 2982 2726 1489
22 1193 1640 0894 2155 1685 5712 059 2114
23 1828 2246 0102 2301 1091 8450 0495  -0630
24 0214 1601 0898 0406 -0004 7195 0388 -0429
25 2236 0504 0135 0752 0735 6480 0563 1469
26 1320 2899 1532 2329 1589 7414 1510  -0925
27 -1522 1459 2170 -0741 0741 0945 -1867 1159
28 0471 2654 3227 1626 1740 5549 1087 -0071
29 2783 2184 7100 1320 2453 0931 2770  -0199
30 2655 3311 6319 0524 2007 1208 2361 -0129
31 4209 2079 5303 1839 -0507 2243 3087 -1599
32 3633 1392 5725 2500 -0252 0654 1071  -1100
33 0624 3494 7423 1404 1594 0290 1716 1587
34 0665 2040 7496 1978 2796 0481 1258 0883
35 5591 2057 4885 3115 -0294 0284 2461  -0024
36 1934 2081 6851 2264 1063 1676 1889 0186
37 4106 1882 5777 2409 0391 1314 2762 0812
38 0237 0129 3302 0930 0206 0959 7558 1174
39 1207 1490 1891 0470 1584 1338 8157 0138
40 2462 1351 1100 1076 0551 0654 8558  -0597
41 1397 1445 2139 0678 0726 0753 8952  -0053
Note: Decimal points omitted
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(4)

Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotation

Student Satisfactoriness

Factor

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
46 0666 1686 1405 1603 9334 1553 0345 0401
47 -0459 1619 2285 1487 7759 2888 0953  -0537
48 0862 1912 1988 1818 8674 1833 0696 0027
49 2637 1387 0692 2394 8041 0366 0082 0264
50 0096 -0067 0460 0972 7308 -0485 0728 0423
51 2664 2749 1994 7881 2610 2264 1317  -0291
52 1171 3099 2774 7189 2408 2014 0724 0300
53 1529 2659 2639 7334 1968 2397 0390 0323
54 3772 3329 0748 5663 ’ 3527 1589 1639 0520
55 1400 3462 2908 6890 2285 2124 1369 0946
56 4045 3755 0418 5614 1728 1829 1773 0143
57 2482 3175 2217 7466 2992 1665 0708 0545
58 5880 3600 3095 3806 0982 2347 0076 3624
59 4728 3489 2771 3955 0555 2138 1152 4311
60 4813 4900 3002 2286 1419 2200 0840 3822
61 5738 3711 3111 3874 0964 1768 0410 3363
62 5219 2536 3055 3098 -0736 3253 0526 1438"
63 9040 1255 1011 0686 1245 0827 0896 0092

- 64 8930 0349 0572 1452 0567 -0010 1380 0528
65 8954 0255 0743 1463 1220 0350 0658 0394
66 73808 3197 1392 1632 0738 2191 0825 -0673
67 7914 3193 1256 0669 0314 1786 0582  -0278

Hota: Decimal points omitted
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(5)

Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotation

Student Satisfactoriness

Factor

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
68 7791 2238 2081 0673 0403 1957 1221  -0341
69 3481 4405 2091 3657 0751 2581 1644  -0279
70 2977 7352 2104 3571 0950 2744 0556 ~0280
71 2555 6770 2743 2579 1878 2500 0882 1059
72 0647 6325 3462 2042 2371 1671 0328 1499
73 2292 7828 2470 1954 1773 1755 1074 0458
74 2377 6005 1922 3823 -0059 3014 0859 -1132
75 2197 7325 3072 2137 1738 2353 1632 0190
76 2687 7489 2965 2485 1445 1324 1251 0216

Note: Decimal points omittad
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Table 1

Student Characteristics by Program

Variable Account Ag. Gun-
ing Auto | Const. | Fabrics { smithing | Welding | Total
0 categories N=22 N=28 | N=6 N=7 N=28 N=5 N=96

Sex
‘e Maies 7 28 5 0 28 5 73
8 Femoles 15 0 1 7 0 0 23
Marital Status
s Single 14 21 6 4 20 3 68
e Married 4 3 0 3 8 2 20
e Other 4 4 0 0 0 0 8
Financial Aid
Received**
e Mot Listed 7 13 0 4 4 0 27
e Job 2 7 2 0 0 0 11
e Social Service

Agency 4 2 0 0 1 0 7
s Military 1 1 0 0 7 2 11
¢ Home/Work Study 0 2 1 1 5 1 10
e None 0 1 2 1 10 2 16
¢ More than 2

Sources 8 3 1 1 1 0 14
Special Needs
Category++
e None 16 28 6 7 24 4 85
@ Handicapped 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
® Disadvantaged

Academic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o Disadvantaged

Economics 6 0 0 0 0 1 7
o L.E.P. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Special Needs
Checked++
e None 19 27 3 5 23 5 83
o General Learning

Problem 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
¢ Reading 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
e Math 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
e Health 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
e Drugs 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
e Transportation 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
e Hearing Problems 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
e Vision Problems 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 1 (Continued)
Student Characteristics by Program

Varjable

0 categories

Account
ing
N=22

Auto
N=28

Ag.
Cons
N=6

t.

Fabrics
N=7

Gun-
smithing
N=28

Welding
N=5

Total
N=96

Special Needs
Checked++ {cont'd.)

® Physical Problems

e Interpersonal

e Financial Aid

e Learning
Disability

Previous Veccational
Training

o Yes

e No

Highest Grade
Completed++
10

266000 000
—
=y

Income (Family)

e Less than 3,000
o 3,000 tp 5,000

e 5,000 to 8,000

e 8,000 to 12,000
e 12,000 to 15,000
@ More than 15,000
o Not Specified

Mean Age

Mean Math Scores**

Mean Reading Score
e ocabulary
e Comprehension*

++ Not tested for significance

* p < .05
** p < .01
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Appendix B
(1)

Factor Loadings After Yarimax Rotation

Student Satisfaction

Factor
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
6  -1583 0733 .0250  -0366  -0842 6730  -0946 1334
7 -0796 0868 1352 -0650 1182 5684 1444 -2157
8 2579 0462  -0780 1416  -0547 5597 0543 0552
9 4800 1566 6221 2017 2387  -2320 1917 0929
10 5592 1732 0569 3054 3086  -0212 0360 2815
11 3244 -0767  -0041 4912 1769 1454 1317 0539
12 1954 -530 0739 7862 0821  -0729  -0030 -0372
13 2511 -1197 0896 7727 2674  -0121 0743 0489
14 5220  -1679 0271 3465 0175 1031 0217 0573
15 4016 2624 -0383 2396 7260  -0331 0402 0535
16 3691 1579 0181 3090 6755 0290 0055 -0778
17 7764 2511 -0006 0798  0l27 0219 0660 0275
18 7797 1745 0038 1744 3524 Q156 0513  -0086
19 5123 5524 0008 1495 0264 0692  -0831 3737
20 7939 0320 0800 2128 2109  -1210 1840 1585
21 4466 1451  -1055 1357 2946  -1645 0973 1882
22 9064 0948 0264 0220 1344 0066 0096 0345
23 8791 1076 0175 0011 1797 0175  -0295 -0l87
24 8163 1958 0382 0707 0194 0009 1440 0230
25 8133 1060 0217 1307 2353  -0931 0368 1074
26 7989 2985  -0918 0832  -0262 0561 0642  -1240
27 3397 0863 0440 0890 1897 0206 0770 0928



Table 2

Reliability Analysis - Satisfactoriness Questionnaire
Analysis of Subscales by Aggregate and Program

"nternal Consistancy Stanility
Cronbach's Alpha Pearson's Prodict Market
_ W | Tine 1 | Time 2 | Tine 3 | Tine 4 [ Time T-2 I Time -3 | Ting 3-4 | Time I-4
Tota) % 3.8 ¢.5] P 18 redl [ v v T
Program | 2] .53 Jh NE b9 Jh 62 b6 59
Program ¢ 28 88 .88 .88 95 .88 J1 .86 .84
Program 3 b 95 .90 .96 93 93 .96 .9 Kl
Program 4 ] 93 94 94 92 93 .99 97 84
Progran 5 28 85 83 83 89 J3 58 J6 .29
Progran 5 Jh .69 .69 .90 A3 .80 94 .86

Reliability Analysis of Scalas
Using Aqgregate Data

Internal Consistancy Stability

N {Timel { Time?2 ] Time3 T Timed {| Time 1-2 | Time 2-3 | Tive 34 | Time 1-4
Scale A 1 .95 .95 .96 96f| r= .67 =03 r= 2| re22
Scale B 10 .96 .96 .96 96 .61 .69 .66 Al
Scale ( 10 .90 .90 .90 94 J7 8 J0 .58
Scale D ! .96 .96 .96 97 .60 .59 .66 5
Scale b .60 .82 87 93 .66 .65 .83 42
Scale F 5 .95 94 94 .96 .63 .67 .67 .60
Scale G 4 .92 92 93 91 J0 J4 J2 3

(;6 8 {
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Table 2

Reliability Analysis - Satisfactoriness Questionnaire

Analysis of Subscales by Aggregatz and Program

Internal Consistancy
Cronbach's Alpha

Stability
Pearson's Product Market

. N | Time I | Time 2 | Time 3 | Time & Time 1-2 | Time 2-3 | Time 3-4 T Time 1-4
__’ 96 .85 .85 .84 = .87 r=.71 r=.,74 r=.79 r=.53
_ 22 53 J5 .75 .69 J4 .62 .66 .59
28 .88 .88 .88 .95 .88 91 .86 .84
] .95 .96 .96 .93 .93 9% .96 .97
7 .93 .94 .94 .92 .93 .99 97 .84
28 .85 .83 .83 .89 J3 .58 .76 .29
R 5 J4 .69 .69 .90 .43 .80 .94 .86
Reliability Analysis of Scales
Using Aggregate Data
| Internal Consistancy Stability

} N | Time 1 | Time 2 [ Time 3 | Time 4 Time 1-2 | Time 2-3 | Time 3-4 [ Time 1-4
11 .95 .95 .96 .96 r= .67 r=.,73 r=.72 r= .42
10 .96 .96 .96 .96 .61 .69 .66 41
10 .90 .90 .90 .94 g7 .68 70 .58
7 .96 .96 .96 .97 .60 .59 .66 .54
6 .60 .82 .87 .93 .66 .65 .83 42
5 .95 .94 .94 .96 .63 .67 .67 .60
4 .92 .92 .93 91 J0 4 72 .36

!

65
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Table 3

Reliability Analysis - Satisfact’ n Questionnajre
Analysis of Subscales Ey Aggregate and Program

Internal Consistancy Stability
Cronba:h's Alpha Pearson's Product Market
Groups N Time 1 Time 2 Time 1-2
Total 96 .47 .40 r=,72
Program 1 22 .53 .37 .65
Program 2 28 .53 .51 .87
Program 3 6 .68 .67 .91
Program 4 7 .40 .64 .83
Program 5 28 .40 .36 .51
Program 6§ 5 .74 .84 .22
Reliability Analysis of Scales
With Agg-egate Data

- Internal Consistancy Stability
Scale N of Ttems | Time 1 T.me 2 Time 1-2
Scale A 21 .95 .96 r=,77
Scale B 5 .83 .79 .37
Scale C 6 .83 .87 .43
Scale D 3 .92 .80 .61
Scale E 3 .59 .51 .52
Scale F 3 .66 .63 .35




Satisfactoriness Questionnaire

Table

4

Relationship Between Factors and Internal Reliability

Aggregate Data

Number of | Cronbach's
Factor Name Items Alpha Factor Loadings
A Visible Skills 11 .95 .58, .47, .48, .57, .52,
.90, .89, .78, .79, .77
B Reasonin~/Maturity 10 .96 .44, .73, .67, .63, .78,
.60, .73, .74, .38, .42
c General Class 10 90 .21, .71, .63, .53, .57,
Performance .74, .74, .48, .68, .57
D Communication Skills 7 .96 .78, .71, .73, .56, .68,
.56, .74
E Math Skills 5 .94 .93, .77, .86, .80, .73
F General Program 6 .87 .57, .84, .71, .64, .74,
.59
G Conformance 4 .93 .75, .81, .85, .89




Table 5

Satisfaction Questionnaire
Relationship Between Factors and Internal Reliability

Aggregate Data

Number of | Cronbach's
Factor Name Items Alpha Factor Loadings
A Instructor Influence 21 .95 .48, .55, .52, .40, .36,
.77, .77, .51, .79, .44,
.90, .87, .81, .81, .79,
.83, .75, .72, .67, .62,
.51
B General Skill
Competence 5 .83 .55, .72, .71, .74, .64
c Own Performance 6 .83 .82, .78, .73, .73, .67,
.71
D School Support
System 3 .92 .49, .78, .79
E Affective/ 3 .66 .14, .54, .79
Interrelations
with others
F Conformance 4 .59 .67, .56, .55
(Attendance, etc.)
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Table 6

Proportions of Varjance Accounted for
Using Different Regression Models

Satisfaction
Criterion
Pictures Being Overall
Employed Satisfaction
Full Regressijon Model* R2=.4338 R2=.7321
A1l Variables
Reduced Model-Gender R2=,4338 RZ2=.7304
Reduced Model-Program R2=,3657 R2=.7303
Reduced Model-Aptitude Scores RZ2=,4101 R2=,7215
Reduced Model-Demographics R2=,2281 RZ=,6451
Reduced Model-Scales RZ=,2572 R2=,2776

Full Regressijon Model

y =a+b, Scale 4A + bp, Scale 4B + b3, Scale 4C + bg, Scale 4D + bg,
4t + bg, Scale 4F + by, Age + bg, Sex + bg, Financial Aid + big,
Special Needs + byj, Marital Status + b12, Highest Grade + bj3,
Previous Vocational Training + b4, Income + b15, Math Score + biyg,
Reading Score C. + b1y, Reading Score V. + big Program

Reduced Model,-Gender = A1l above variables except sex category
Reduced Model,-Program = A1l variables of full model except program category

Reduced Model,-Aptitude score = A1l variables of full model except math,
reading score C, and reading score V.

Reduced Model,-Demogrpahics = A1l variables of full model except variables
age through income inclusive

Reduced Mode,-Scales = A1l variables of full model except variables scale 4A
to Scale 4F inclusive




Table 7

Proportions of Variance Accounted for
Using Different Regression Models

Satisfactoriness

T. 2. 3. 7.

Likelyhood Grasped Grade in

Overall of Program course

Performance Mastery Content  to date

Full Regressjon Model*

A1l Variables R2=,8308 R2=,7140 R2=,5911 R2=.4157
Reduced Model-Gender RZ2=,8068 R2=,7044 R2=,5863 R2=.4123
Reduced Model-Program RZ2=,8274 R2=.6990 R2.=5872 R2=.3994

Reduced Model-Aptitude Scores R2=,8207 R2=,7056 R2=.5846 R2=.4143
Reduced Model-Aptitude Scores R2=,7767 R2=.6640 R2=,5504 R2=.3756

Reduced Model-Scales R2=,1747 R2=,2145 R2=.1925 R2=.1648

Full Regression Model

y = a+ b, Scale 5A + by, Scale 58 + b3, Scale 5C + bg, Scale 5D + bs,
Scale 5E + bg, Scale 5F + by, Scale 5G + bg, Age + bg, Sex + bip,
Fiancial Aid + by), Special Needs + byp, Marital Status + b13,
Highest Grade + bjg, Previous Vocational Training + bjg, Income + big,
Math Score + b1y, Reading Score C. + b1g, Reading Score V. + b1g Program

Reduced Model,-Gender = A11 above variables except sex category
Reduced Model,-Program = A1l variables of full model except program category

Reduced Model,-Aptitude score = A1l variables of full model except matl
reading score C, and Reading Score V.

Reduced Model,-Demographics = A11 variabies of full mode] except variables
age through income inclusive.

Reduced Model,-Scales = A1l variables of full model except variables scale 4A
to scale 4F inclusive
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Table 8

Correlations and Intercorrelations of Scales
Satisfactoriness Questionnaire

Based on Aggregate Data

A B C D E F G
A .622 674 593 675 412 372 283
B 638 .617 724 692 337 585 207
C 526 678 776 705 621 577 404
D 525 741 565 .608 502 624 301
E 333 497 562 539 .666 458 371
F 492 595 538 609 432 .631 222
G 354 417 533 401 420 356 .703

Main di~yonal ara correlations between time 3 and 4
Top r:ght are intercorrelations at time 3
Botiom left are intercorrelations at time 4

N= 96




Table 9

Correlations and Intercorrelations of Scales
Satisfaction Questionnaire

Based on Aggregate Data

J

A B C D E F
A .778 .032 .548 .467 .070 .405
B .059 .376 .125 .079 -.103 .286
C .596 .201 .432 .048 .164 .457
D .612 .153 .349 .616 .067 .294
E .108 .102 .243 .033 -529 .135
F .523 .045 .425 .478 -.038 .355

Main diagonal are correlations between time 1 and ?
Top right are intercorrelations at time 2
Bottom left are intercorrelations at time 1

N= 96
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Table 10

Relationship Between Levels of Demographic Varijables
With Total Score on Satisfaction and
Satisfactoriness Scales

Aggregate Date

Demographic Variables Satisfaction Scale Satisfactoriness Scale

Age N.S. N.S.
Sex F=3.13. p< .05 N.S.
Marital Status N.S. F=3.15 p<{ .05
Ethnic Not Tested Not Tested
Financial N.S. ' N.S.
Special Needs N.S. N.S.
Highest Grade F=2.54 p £ .05 N.S.
Previous Vocational

Training N.S. N.S.
Income N.S. N.S.
Special Needs N.S. N.S.
Vocational Program F=6.51 p £ .001 N.S.

Ability Measures

Math N.S F=2.09 p<£ .05
Reading Vocabulary N.S N.S.
Reading Comprehension N.S. N.S.
Grade for Course F=2.52 p £ .05 F=7.08 p £ .001
Commitment
Absense N.S F=4.42 p < .001
Tardiness N.S. F=15.65 p < .001
Leave Early F=2.62 p £ .05 F=10.56 p £ .001
Late From Breaks N.S. F=9.68 p < .001
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High Low

High

Low

High

Low

High

Low

N=11 N=1 12 High
N=7 N=3 10 Low
18 4
Program 1
High Low
—
N=3 N=1 4 High
N=0 N=2 2 Low
3 3
Program 3
High Low .
N=2 N=9 11 High
N=7 N=10 {17 Low
9 19
Program 5
Figure 2

Contingency Tables of Each Program

Satisfaction variable
Satisfactoriness variable

Row
Column
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High Low
N=17 N=7
N=2 N=2
19 9
Program 2
High Low
N=3 N=1
N=3 N=0
6 1
Program 4
High Low
N=4 N=1
N=0 N=0
4 1
Program 6

24



Table 11

Analysis of Correlation Between the Two Instruments

of Satisfaction and Satisfactoriness

Aggregate Data

Pearson's Correlation of Total! Scores

R = .114 N =06 Sig. .25 (N.S.)

Canonical Correlation

Satisfaction Scales with Satisfactoriness Scales

Can Cor  Equilvant  Can Cor  Wilks L. X2 d.f. Sig.
1 .357 .598 .487 63.56 42 .017
2 .133 .356 .759 24.39 30 .754
3 .058 .242 .875 11.73 20 .925
4 .041 .202 .930 6.35 12 .897
5 .024 .156 .970 2.64 6 .852
6 .005 .076 .994 .46 2 .792
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics for Both Scales

Satisfaction Scale Satisfactoriness Scale
Total Total
Mean 104.04 121.69
Standard Deviation 23.13 27.88
Standard Error 2.361 2.84
Skewness 0.329 0.074
Curtosis -0.133 0.249
.95 c.i. interval 99.35 to 108.731 116:04 to 127.34
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APPENDICES
A: Studert Satisfa.iion Duestionnaire, Factor/Item Relationship

Student Satisfactoriness Buestionnaire, Factor/Item Relationship

B: Factor Loadings Afier Varimax Rotation-Student Satisfaction

Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotatior-Student Satisfactoriness
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